Soft power and hard power are conceptualised in International Relations as empirically and normatively dichotomous, and practically opposite -one intangible, attractive, and legitimate, the other tangible, coercive, and less legitimate. This article critiques this binary conceptualisation, arguing that it is discursively constructed with and for the construction of Self and Other. It further demonstrates that practices commonly labelled and understood as soft power and hard power are closely interconnected. Best understood as 'representational force' and 'physical force' respectively, soft and hard power intertwine through the operation of productive and disciplinary forms of power. We illustrate this argument by analysing the Sino-Japanese dispute over the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands. Both governments exercise representational force in constructing their respective versions of events and Self/Other. The soft/hard power binary itself plays a performative role as the Self is typically associated with soft power and the Other with hard power. The operation of productive power, moreover, privileges the attractiveness of the former and the repellence of the latter, and disciplinary power physically enforces these distinctions on subjects in both states. Finally, reinforced Self/Other distinctions legitimise preparations for violence against the Other on both sides, thus exposing how fundamentally entangled soft and hard power are in practice.
Introduction
Commonly defined as 'the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or payments', 1 soft power has itself become immensely attractive as both a concept and policy practice. 2 Northeast Asia is a case in point. Soft power has become 'the most often used policy term' in the region, 3 gaining traction in academic and policy circles in China and Japan alike.
Nonetheless, tensions abound not least in Sino-Japanese relations -over disputed territory, history, and colliding quests for regional leadership. To enhance their security in the light of how they interpret various developments, both China and Japan are currently beefing up their military preparedness, often referred to as hard power, and the risk of a security dilemma appears real. 5 The prevalence of hard power sits uncomfortably with the growing attractiveness of soft power. How can we account for this apparently uneasy juxtaposition of soft power and hard power in Northeast Asian international politics? For some, it simply reflects a gap between the harsh reality of hard power politics on the ground and a certain soft power-loving idealism found in academia and policy circles. 6 For others, the continuation of hard power politics and its dangerous consequences should invite the intervention of soft power. 7 While they hold different views on soft power, as either a naive or a normatively superior alternative to hard power, both arguments share the dominant view in International Relations (IR) scholarship that soft and hard power are empirically antithetical categories.
By contrast, the present article aims to reconsider this interpretation of soft and hard power and propose two interrelated ways of accounting for their co-presence, for example in Northeast Asian international politics. First, we deconstruct the soft/hard power binary. Instead of referring to two empirically distinctive categories of power, we argue that soft and hard power function performatively. Moreover, they are discursively co-constituted so that one cannot exist without the other. This co-constitution moreover occurs in conjunction with, and in the service of, Self/Other construction. Second, we demonstrate that practices commonly labelled and understood as soft power also have unexpectedly close connections with practices labelled and understood as hard power. Based on the work by Janice Bially Mattern and others, we call the former 'representational force' 8 -in essence, the capacity to get audiences to empathise and identity with the Self (and against the Other). However, contra this previous work we argue that representational force ('soft power') legitimises and enables the use of physical force ('hard power'), regardless of whether the former is explicitly labelled and understood as soft power.
The second step heeds Michael Barnett and Raymond Duvall's call to 'work with multiple conceptions of power' 9 to establish their relationship more precisely, 10 but is not intended to result in a comprehensive conceptualisation of power in IR akin to the two scholars' own taxonomy. Instead, the article makes two distinct contributions to our understanding of the soft power phenomenon. First, we theorise how productive power -a Foucauldian notion that Barnett and Duvall helped popularise in IR -intervenes and makes it possible for actors to exercise representational force and for audiences to be persuaded. Second, disciplinary power is another notion drawn from Michel Foucault's work and we use it to theorise how identity construction -whether in the form of representational force or productive powerinvolves physically disciplining the subjects of power, for example by punishing those who do not voice unequivocal allegiance to the Self. The first critique outlined above is crucial for undertaking the second one, since soft power and hard power are among the identity signifiers that actors use to get audiences to empathise and identify with the Self and against the Other -that is, along with binaries such as democratic/undemocratic and peaceful/unpeaceful. The fact that the self-identified 'soft' Self applies disciplinary power and physical force towards its Others understood as 'hard' goes some way towards explaining the apparently uneasy juxtaposition of soft power and hard power in Northeast Asian international politics.
Some may find the sparring with soft power undertaken in this article to be redundant. After all, liberal and realist IR theorists have dismissed the term as a 'a huge conceptual misstep' 11 and 'a theoretical construct' that 'is not robust' and 'does not offer any independent contribution to understanding … international politics ' . 12 Yet, for all its perceived conceptual shortcomings, soft power plays a major role in political commentary, policy practice, as well as in IR scholarship. The continued use and reproduction of the term, and its widely perceived binary relationship with hard power, mean that the concept constitutes an important phenomenon that can hardly be disregarded simply because of its limited analytical purchase.
Section two examines the growing body of literature that has begun to refine or question the conventional binary view of soft power and hard power. While correctly challenging the rigidity of the binary, previous works tend to reify soft and hard power as empirically separate -if not always sharply bounded -categories. In section three, we undertake the first critique by reviewing how the binary treatment of soft and hard power in the literatures on China and Japan plays a performative role, and by showing how the meaningful existence of one form of power always depends on the discursive construction of the other. In section four, we lay the theoretical groundwork for the second critique, by developing a theoretical heuristic that helps to illuminate how representational force and physical force intertwine in practice. Drawing on the concepts of productive and disciplinary power, we again conjecture that certain identity constructions are privileged over others and physically enforced on the subjects of power. These forms of power, moreover, intersect in a way that can legitimise and enable the use of physical force, or what is commonly labelled and understood as hard power. Section five applies the latter theoretical argument to the case of the Sino-Japanese dispute over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands in the East China Sea. We do not seek to explain what caused the dispute, or to validate the theoretical heuristic through empirical testing. Instead, we aim to demonstrate its 'analytical generality' 13 or applicability -even to instances of international politics that are not labelled and understood as soft power but conform to the definition of representational force.
Traversing the soft/hard power binary: Existing perspectives As we attempt to traverse the soft/hard power binary, we join a growing body of literature that consists of three broad perspectives. First, a contextual argument holds that what counts as soft and hard power is not clear-cut but depends on the practical context in which resources are deployed.
14 For instance, while often understood as hard power, the possession and use of military and economic resources may at times generate attraction and soft power. 15 A second, closely related, perspective is a spectral conception of power, according to which soft and hard power are continuous rather than dichotomous. 16 András Simonyi and Judit Trunkos, for example, argue that there is a linear and progressive softening from hard to soft. 17 Elsewhere, Marcos Kounalakis and Simonyi propose a spectral power framework for understanding the 'contemporary complexities of the soft/hard power mix'.
18
Contextual and spectral perspectives are critical of the fact that the soft/hard power dichotomy 'masks the potential for using hard power resources to implement soft power and vice versa '. 19 Hence, they take what Jef Huysmans calls 'definition' or 'conceptual analysis' approaches to soft and hard power as concepts, 20 and try to define their meanings in a way that better reflects empirical reality. They are also interested in how to utilise and combine various resources and forms of power flexibly to achieve optimal outcomes, for example, by way of 'smart power'.
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This approach is not necessarily in disagreement with Joseph Nye -the scholar who coined the term soft power. He admits that 'The distinction between [soft and hard power] is one of degree' and states that the two forms of power exist 'along a spectrum from coercion to economic inducement to agenda setting to pure attraction'. 22 Although these two perspectives allow for some more graduated and less rigid ways of differentiating between soft and hard power, their challenge to the binary is largely on empirical grounds.
A third, more radical, challenge is levelled by constructivist scholars who argue that the exercise of soft power can be so coercive that it is difficult to distinguish from hard power. 23 Bially Mattern, in particular, argues that attraction does not occur naturally but through the use of representational force. This is a sociolinguistic process, whereby a speaker forces an audience to empathise and identify with his or her narrative representation of reality. If the audience neglects to do so, its ontological security -or 'sense of continuity and order in events' regarding selfidentity 24 -is threatened. A case in point quoted by Bially Mattern is when US President George W. Bush attracted, or perhaps rather coerced, domestic and international audiences to empathise and identify with the US post-9/11 by declaring that 'you are either with us or with the terrorists'. 25 Bush may not have labelled or even understood his own utterance as an instance of soft power, but Bially Mattern's point is that representational force epitomises soft power, regardless of an actor's intentionality.
This radical perspective helps to shed light on how discreet speakers rhetorically coerce audiences into accepting dominant Self/Other constructions. Since we take this to be the most useful critique of soft power to date, we choose here to replace the term soft power with representational force. Yet, while correctly disputing the attraction/coercion binary at the core of Nye's and Fujia Lu, 'Thinking hard about soft power: a review and critique of the literature on China and soft power', Asian Perspective, 36:4 (2012), pp. 565-89. Wilson, 'Hard power, soft power, smart power'. 22 Nye, Soft Power, p. 7.
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Bially Mattern, 'Why "soft power" isn't so soft'; Geraldo Zahran and Leonardo Ramos, 'From hegemony to soft power: Implications of a conceptual change', in Parmar and Cox (eds), Soft Power and US Foreign Policy, pp. 12-31; Astrid Nordin, 'How soft is "soft power"? Unstable dichotomies at Expo 2010', Asian Perspective, 36:4 (2012), pp. 591-613. conceptualisation, 26 Bially Mattern subscribes to a dual ontology of power that is ultimately similar to Nye's. 27 Despite her stronger commitment to the notion that soft power relies on social construction, she does not recognise that the conceptual binary is itself socially and discursively constructed and plays a performative role in the construction of Self/Other. Thus, she ends up conceding that soft power, 'however unappealing, is normatively more appealing than the power politics of war, empire and physical conquest'.
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Critique One: Deconstructing the soft/hard power binary Despite attempts to loosen the soft/hard power binary in the existing research discussed above, the two forms of power continue to be reified as ontologically separate. In the words of Nye, 'soft power does not depend on hard power'. 29 The former is typically construed as more intangible, attractive, and legitimate, the latter as more tangible, coercive, and illegitimate. Yet, just as the gender binary is 'socially instituted to function as irreducible', 30 we argue that soft/hard power distinctiveness is also the effect of dichotomous construction in discourse.
If we accept the poststructuralist premise that 'language constitutes, produces, and reproduces its own system of referents', 31 then soft and hard power also cannot exist outside of the discourse that gives them meaning. Thus, instead of seeing soft and hard power as two concepts that correspond to empirical reality, they may be conceptualised as what Huysmans calls 'thick signifiers'.
32 Since they acquire meaning by being differentiated from other signifiers (not least each other), soft and hard power are self-referential and performative rather than descriptive. 33 In other words, the ontology of soft and hard power (and indeed of power as a social fact) is fundamentally discursive. The fact that soft and hard power appear to be separate categories is exactly the performative function of discursive construction, or more precisely the juxtaposition of differential signs. 34 Since discourse constructs the objects of which it speaks as real and a matter of common sense, 35 their discursive ontology tends to be obscured. Deconstructive methods help render it more visible.
Deconstruction is a method of critique designed to problematise 'the hierarchical oppositions that have structured Western thought: inside/outside, mind/body, literal/metaphorical, speech/ writing, presence/absence, nature/culture, form/meaning'. 36 As systems of signification, discourses tend to be structured through such binary oppositions. 37 According to Jonathan Culler, 'To deconstruct an opposition is to show that it is not natural and inevitable but a construction, produced by discourses that rely on it.' 38 From such a perspective, there is nothing 26 Ibid., pp. 583, 586-7; for example, Nye, Soft Power, p. x.
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Bially Mattern, 'Why "soft power" isn't so soft', p. 591. inherently soft or hard about the possession or use of seemingly self-evident soft and hard power resources.
The 'performative character of "power"' 39 moreover means that its articulation is intimately linked to the construction of Self/Other, and vice versa. For instance, discourses of power in IR -whether they revolve around 'soft power', 'status quo power', 'revisionist power', or 'normative power Europe' -are never far removed from their explicit or implicit reference to certain subjects of power. 40 In many instances, soft and hard power are also virtually meaningless without their associated identities. 41 Just as the construction of the Self entails the construction of the Other and vice versa, 42 soft power, which tends to be linked with the construction of the Self, depends on the simultaneous construction of hard power and its associated Other. Consequently, soft and hard power are discursively co-constituted. The fact that the concepts emerged together testifies to their interdependence and performative inseparability.
Deconstructive and performative approaches to IR have produced a sizeable body of literature, particularly on the concept of security. 43 Some scholars have begun to apply these insights to the analysis of power, posing important questions about what 'power' does when invoked. 44 According to Craig Hayden, for instance, soft power as a term 'is not fixed, but a malleable signifier of political action'. 45 Erik Ringmar, moreover, notes that from a performative perspective there is little difference between soft and hard power, because to be powerful, whether in terms of one form of power or the other, is 'less important than to appear to be powerful'.
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These insightful though brief interventions notwithstanding, to date the soft/hard power binary has not been systematically scrutinised from this perspective. 47 The existing literature on Northeast Asian international politics with a focus on Chinese and Japanese soft power illustrates how the soft/hard power binary is discursively constructed and plays a performative role in the construction of Self/Other. To begin with, some Chinese scholars repudiate widespread apprehension about China's agglomeration of economic and military capabilities, or hard power, 48 Huysmans, 'Security!'; Hansen, Security as Practice; see also Guzzini, Power, Realism and Constructivism, pp. 229-30. 44 Guzzini, Power, Realism and Constructivism, pp. 229-30. 45 Hayden, The Rhetoric of Soft Power, p. 5. rise, as epitomised by its alleged peacefulness and soft power. 50 According to Sheng Ding: 'when a rising power [read China] tries to develop its soft power resources and wield its soft power, its revisionist policy orientation will greatly decrease'. 51 Debates about China's soft power typically understand the phenomenon as a function of China's establishment of Confucius Institutes, 52 the popularity of Chinese culture, language education, medicine and religion, and the expansion of Chinese media outlets, as well as China's hosting of major international events, as if the existence and spread of such assets and means themselves epitomised the exercise of soft power. 53 Yet, some maintain that unless China embraces democratic norms, which Nye takes to be central to the exercise of soft power, 54 it will inevitably continue to be regarded as a revisionist hard power rather than a peaceful soft power. 55 Indeed, China's attempts to attract foreign audiences are increasingly construed as threatening propaganda, 56 or 'sharp power', 57 rather than soft power. The literature on Japan's soft power is similar to that on China in that it typically takes soft power to derive directly from resources understood as soft, primarily the worldwide circulation and appeal of Japanese comics and animated films, but also architecture, budo, cuisine, design, art, games, language, and music. 58 Comparing Japanese and Chinese soft power strategies, Yee-Kuang Heng concludes that 'Japan is currently the "softer" power.'
59 Some Japanese and foreign analysts propose that Japan should further augment its soft power by more clearly differentiating itself from China, emphasising Japan's democracy, human rights, equality, liberty and, above all, peaceful trajectory since the end of the Second World War. 60 This indeed seems to have been part of Japan's strategy in recent years. 61 At the same time, Chinese scholars refute the notion that there is anything soft about Japan's policies, past or present. They portray Japan and its ally, the United States, as the champions of hard power, with military force at their core.
62 Wanfa Zhang, for example, juxtaposes China's soft power with Japan's baring of 'its teeth'. 63 Yan Xuetong claims that soft power depends on political and moral power. Since Japan remains an immoral country for denying its crimes during the colonial era, it does not enjoy soft power. 64 Meanwhile, non-Chinese works agree that Japan's wartime conduct may negate the attraction of Japanese cultural artefacts in Northeast Asia.
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This brief section demonstrates how the existing literatures on Chinese and Japanese soft power construct the soft/hard power binary together with and in the service of Self/Other construction. Soft power is the discursively produced ideal and it is more typically associated with the Self, whereas hard power is seen to characterise the Other. Indeed, scholarly works are complicit in this hierarchical differentiation.
Critique Two: Pinpointing the operation of productive and disciplinary power The previous section goes some way to explaining the co-presence of soft power and hard power in Northeast Asian international politics: it is difficult to think or talk about one without juxtaposing it with the other. Moreover, if the Self is associated with soft power, it can make sense to protect it from the hard power of the Other, by using physical force if necessary. 66 To avoid reifying the soft/hard power binary any further, we propose that the best way forward may be to use other terms when analysing phenomena that are usually labelled and understood as soft and hard power. It is true that it is hardly possible to abandon all terms that currently come in binaries and participate in the construction of identities, because that would entail giving up democracy/dictatorship, peace/war, security/insecurity, and many other concepts that have similar discursive functions. Yet, there may be less dichotomous ways of representing the practices commonly labelled and understood as soft and hard power. While most soft power analysis to date, including works by Nye himself, 67 has rehearsed realism's materialist concept of power, 68 focusing on 'soft' resources, other work (again sometimes including Nye) follows a more relational conceptualisation of power. 69 The latter is arguably more consistent with Nye's manifold definitions of the term, not least that soft power is the capacity to 'win over the hearts and minds' of others. 70 This understanding has sparked the most scholarly debate in IR, and soft power is broadly understood as the capacity to affect others by disseminating cultural ideas and narratives. 71 As seen above, Bially Mattern takes this insight one step further by arguing that the soft power of disseminating narratives actually 'isn't so soft', but can be verbally coercive by threatening the audience's ontological security.
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In the context of soft power discussions, moreover, William A. Callahan has argued that narratives about the Self cannot become attractive without including a repellent Other. Hence, the Self becomes attractive -whether as 'peaceful', 'democratic', 'developed', 'harmonious', or indeed a 'soft power' -only if differentiated from an Other cast as 'threatening', 'authoritarian', 'backward', 'disharmonious', 'a hard power', and so on. 73 Based on these insights, practices commonly labelled and understood as soft power might be characterised as the capacity to get others to empathise and identify with the attractive Self and against the unattractive Other. In our attempt to use less binary terminology, we follow Bially Mattern and call this phenomenon 'representational force' rather than soft power.
The existing literature that understands soft power through a narrative perspective does not just reproduce the soft/hard power binary. It also tends to theorise soft power as strategic social construction and actors as more or less able to construct narratives at will. In contrast, we understand actors as operating within an existing narrative and discursive context, which fundamentally enables and constrains their identity narratives and courses of action more broadly. 74 In other words, when actors construct narratives about Self and Other, they are enabled and constrained by what Foucault called the productive power of discourse. Foucault writes: 'power produces; it produces reality; it produces domains of objects and rituals of truth. The individual and the knowledge that may be gained of him belong to this production.' 75 Consequently, actors formulate narratives, and exercise representational force, within parameters that are ordered and patterned by the productive power of discourse. 76 This helps explain why scholars, analysts, and 67 Nye, Soft Power, chs 2, 3. Two previous works have made related points: Yong Wook Lee, 'Soft power as productive power', in Sook and Melissen (eds), Public Diplomacy and Soft Power in East Asia, pp. 33-50; Bukh, 'Revisiting Japan's cultural diplomacy'. However, Bukh does not discuss productive power. Lee, 'Soft power as productive power', p. 41 argues that the exercise of soft power is policymakers in both China and Japan identity the Self as a soft power while casting the Other as the epitome of hard power.
According to Foucault, moreover, productive power intersects with disciplinary power. The latter involves the 'coercive assignment' of binaries normalised through the former. 77 It operates 'on the very bodies of individuals'; 78 and the 'technology of representation' is deeply entangled in the subjugation of the body. 79 As such, disciplinary power helps maintain the discursively produced boundary between Self and Other. Those who cross the boundary by choosing the 'wrong' side are not only met with an ontological threat but may also face physical sanctions, or the threat of such sanctions.
In this sense, we need to rethink Bially Mattern's observation that 'the coercive threat entailed by the logic of "with or against us" was not a physical threat'. 80 In fact, President Bush's statement cited above did involve a threat of physical or bodily sanctions, in addition to the ontological straitjacket implied by the statement. In the face of such a threat, those who do not clearly identify with the civilised and peaceful Self and disavow the barbaric and terrorist Other risk being lumped together with and subjected to similar forms of physical sanctions as the Other. For instance, scholars and journalists who did not clearly support the 'war on terror' in the wake of 9/11 were exposed to various forms of discipline. 81 Hence, Bially Mattern fails to acknowledge that practices commonly labelled and understood as soft power -again, what we call representational force -are underpinned by an exercise of power that operates beyond the level of subjectivity, on the very bodies of the subjects of power.
While this article argues that narratives and discourses become socially dominant through disciplinary power, 82 physical sanctions do not need to be activated to produce the desired disciplinary effects. Rigorous surveillance -that is, 'a system that exhaustively maps and monitors those that it disciplines' 83 -plus the latent threat of sanctions can suffice to bring audiences into the fold. It is worth noting, however, that the manifest and latent exercise of disciplinary power does not necessarily result in exhaustive control of the conduct of others, in part because there is 'no power without potential refusal or revolt'.
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Although discipline is not the same as Gulag, productive and disciplinary power may nonetheless intersect to make phenomena such as Gulag thinkable and politically possible. In other words, the exercise of productive and disciplinary power that is unleashed through and relied on by what we have now come to think of as representational force is never far removed from practices commonly understood as hard power -what we follow Bially Mattern in calling 'physical force'. 85 Foucault writes that productive and disciplinary forms of power merge 'to act upon the actions of others'. 86 While President Bush exercised representational force in part by drawing on a larger discourse on terrorism and rogue states, his statement was not only complicit in dependent on prior socialisation of target audiences, but states that 'potential sources of soft power (whatever they are) become real sources of soft power only when a receiver voluntarily develops a policy interest in importing and emulating them' (emphasis added). This is not quite how we understand productive power. disciplining domestic dissenters, but also enabled the US deployment of physical force in Afghanistan and Iraq.
Thus understood, it seems difficult to uphold the notion that representational force is 'normatively more appealing' than physical force. 87 While some previous studies correctly hint that 'there is no hard power without prior soft power ', 88 and that the 'aim of soft power is … to establish symbolically the legitimacy of war', 89 they have yet to consider how productive and disciplinary forms of power intervene in and blur the operation of representational and physical force, and the performative role that the soft/hard power binary plays therein.
The Sino-Japanese territorial dispute China and Japan's testy relationship around the disputed Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands has most frequently been analysed as a case of resource competition, 90 virulent popular nationalism, and/or bitter memory politics. 91 Soft power, by contrast, is said to be 'almost entirely absent from the Beijing-Tokyo relationship today'. 92 This, however, is to misread the nature of practices commonly labelled and understood as soft power. While the designation of threats and militarisation can be linked to resource competition and nationalism, they are also made politically possible and imperative precisely through the exercise of representational force, underpinned by productive power and physically enforced through disciplinary power.
This section begins by inquiring whether -and, if so, how -Beijing and Tokyo have used representational force in the context of the islands dispute, in attempts to get audiences around the world to empathise and identify with the Self and against the Other. It then assesses how the productive power of dominant discourse about what is good/bad in international politics underpins and enables their respective use of representational force. The third task is to analyse how the distinctions normalised through productive power have been physically enforced on audiences in China and Japan. In the last step, we explore how the use of representational force legitimises and enables the use of physical force, through the intervention of productive and disciplinary power. The analysis covers the intensification of the dispute since September 2010, when a Chinese fishing trawler and two Japanese coastguard vessels collided near the disputed islands.
Representational force 'Cultural soft power' was included as a key theme of China's international strategy in the early 2000s. 93 This endeavour was strategic as well as performative in that China's soft power campaign was aimed not just at strengthening China's soft power (in terms of resources or strategies), but also at representing China as a soft power (in terms of identity). At a 2014 conference, President Xi Jinping stated, 'We should increase China's soft power, give a good Chinese narrative, and 87 Bially Mattern, 'Why "soft power" isn't so soft', p. 612. better communicate China's message to the world. ' 94 This shows that the Chinese leadership understands soft power exactly in terms of getting international audiences to empathise and identity with Chinese narratives. This is also what Chinese policymakers try to do in the context of the islands dispute with Japan. In fact, they typically describe China as the softer party -calling China 'peaceful' 95 and emphasising that Beijing would prefer a negotiated settlement. 96 Although the quote from Xi above does not explicate that Beijing wishes to get international audiences to identify against China's Others, Chinese narratives on the disputed islands do differentiate Japan as the epitome of hard power. The latter is represented as so 'militaristic' that 'history may repeat itself'. 97 On the eve of Japan's nationalisation of the disputed islands in September 2012, for instance, the Chinese Foreign Ministry denounced Japan's move as 'an outright denial of the outcomes of the victory of the World Anti-Fascist War and … a grave challenge to the post-war international order'. 98 Chinese leaders thus paint a stark contrast between the peaceful Chinese Self and the belligerent Japanese Other. They deploy what we have come to understand as representational force to get other victims of Japanese aggression and victors in the Second World War to empathise and identify with China on these terms, 99 implying that the target audience's ontological security may otherwise be at risk. For instance, China's ambassador to the United Kingdom stressed that the two countries are similar in that both were 'victims of fascism', with troops that 'fought side by side' 100 and eventually ended up on the winning side. 101 China's allies from the Second World War should share its duty 'to oppose and condemn any words or actions aimed at invalidating … the post-war international order' -notably Japan's revisionist behaviour related to the islands. and India as well as various European states. Plentiful references to Japan as 'peace-loving' and to Japan's values as 'universal' demonstrate that this is the Self that the government in Tokyo is trying to get others to empathise and identify with. 105 There is an Other in Japanese narratives too, from which the Japanese Self is differentiated -namely an 'increasingly severe security environment', caused by 'an increasing number of cases of unilateral actions in an attempt to change the status quo by coercion without paying respect to existing international law'.
106 China then quickly emerges as the state that is taking such actions 'in maritime and aerial domains, including the East China Sea and the South China Sea'. 107 Japanese policymakers use similar Self/Other distinctions when they refer more specifically to the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. They represent China as a state seeking to 'change the status quo by force or coercion' 108 and juxtapose aggressive China's revisionism with peaceful Japan's allegiance to the postwar international order. 109 Indeed, Japan's sovereignty over the islands is based on the understanding that the 1951 San Francisco Peace Treaty placed them under US administration as part of the Nansei Shoto archipelago. 110 In Sino-Japanese representational battles, the Japanese government moreover claims that it is merely voicing '"logical" counterarguments' in response to the Chinese 'media blitz', 111 'propaganda', 112 and 'Goebbelsian PR binge', after Nazi Germany's minister of propaganda in 1933-45.
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China is thus cast as the 'out-group that violates not only global democratic values and norms, but also the freedoms and rights of its own citizens'. 114 The criticism against China is not unfounded, of course, but this does not necessarily mean that Japan is all 'good' either. Yet, narratives on both sides compel audiences to empathise and identify with and against the binaries that structure them. For instance, according to Japan's largest newspaper, Yomiuri Shimbun, 'This kind of harassment [by China] is almost unthinkable in Japan and other free countries.'
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Productive power
Chinese and Japanese uses of representational force are curiously similar. Both seek to persuade audiences around the world to empathise and identify with the peace-loving, law/order-abiding Self and against the aggressive, law/order-violating Other, lest their ontological security be at risk. The discursively produced ideal is clearly to be a peaceful status quo power and a soft power, 105 while the revisionist use of hard power is deemed illegitimately different. Thus, instead of merely drawing on attractive resources 'out there', China and Japan's respective use of representational force is enabled and constrained through the operation of productive power. Productive power produces the Self/Other representations that China and Japan rely on and affects the receptivity of audiences to empathising and identifying with them.
This dominant discursive structure is not politically neutral or value-free, however, as China is more often found wanting in discussions on status quo/revisionism than Japan. 116 China's narrative of itself as a peaceful status quo power and Japan as a belligerent revisionist power faces more of an uphill battle than the Japanese narrative. Hence, it is not surprising that some Western observers have begun to label China's very attempt to gain soft power as sharp power, if not outright hard power.
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Chinese attempts to get German Chancellor Angela Merkel to empathise and identify with the Chinese Self and against the Japanese Other, for instance, were ultimately to no avail. 118 US, European, Australian, Indian, and Southeast Asian policymakers have not voiced unequivocal support for the Japanese narrative on the disputed islands either, which is essentially that no dispute exists, yet they regularly voice their agreement with the Japanese government's preferred Self/Other representations.
119 European Council President Donald Tusk, for example, recently stated that Japan and the European Union share common values and challenges:
We remain united by our common values of liberal democracy and the rule of law as the core principles of the rules-based international order. … We share a common interest in preserving G7 unity in strengthening the rules-based international order to address common challenges -from the economy and trade to climate change, migration, security and terrorism; from the East and South China Seas, North Korea, to the conflicts in Syria and the wider Middle East, to Ukraine. 120 By this point, it should be clear that audiences are more easily compelled to accept an actor's narrative if it resonates with the dominant discourse. In projecting their desired identities, China and Japan are within this discursive structure. Hence, the greater effectiveness of Japan's use of representational force has less to do with Japan's internal resources or inherent softness, than with the hegemonic and even quietly coercive nature of the prevailing discourse.
Disciplinary power
Underpinned and enabled by productive power, the Self/Other representations reflected in China and Japan's respective uses of representational force are further enforced through the operation of disciplinary power. In China, it is common for people who stray from the dominant 116 worth protecting. 131 Moreover, since recognising in articles and commentary that China's territorial claim is not totally baseless, the retired diplomat Magosaki Ukeru has been blasted in thousands of tweets calling him a traitor, a liar, a loser, fake-Japanese, China's spy/dog/servant/agent, a slave, a leftist, and an idiot. He has also received direct death threats.
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Another form of disciplinary power operating in Japan is what Emeritus Professor Yabuki Susumu calls 'smothering' (mokusatsu). He writes that his dissenting historical analysis on the islands is treated in Japan 'as if it did not exist'. 133 Another historian who challenges the historical evidence for Japan's ownership of the Senkaku Islands, Murata Tadayoshi, cannot get his articles published in Japanese. 134 Magosaki also testifies that the national broadcaster, the NHK, as well as commercial channels have stopped asking him to appear. 135 This allegedly happened after a Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) parliamentarian, Ōnishi Hideo, publicly questioned Magosaki's qualifications for commenting on the Senkaku Islands and other political issues. 136 Yabuki further conjectures that scholars and journalists 'choose' not to diverge from the government line because of 'self-restriction' (jiko kisei) and 'self-censorship' (jiko ken'etsu).
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There are also more tangible forms of discipline in Japan, such as receiving 'nasty phone calls' or being harassed by members of ultra right-wing groups, as Suganuma Unryū, another Japanese historian, experienced. 138 Japan's ambassador to China, Niwa Uichirō, became a target in 2012 after he warned that it could provoke an 'extremely grave crisis' between China and Japan if the Tokyo Metropolitan Government under then Governor Ishihara Shintarō went ahead with the planned purchase of the islands. 139 Ishihara responded by calling Niwa unqualified, claiming that he 'needs to learn more about the history of his own country'. 140 Several LDP Diet members also condemned the Noda administration for allowing Ambassador Niwa to make critical remarks about Ishihara. The Japanese government later rebuked Niwa, forcing him to apologise, and within six weeks had replaced him as ambassador.
One product of these disciplinary measures is a public sphere in which few dissenting views on the territorial dispute are being voiced. 141 All Japanese political parties, for instance, have adopted the stance that the islands belong to Japan. Smith's choice of words is quite telling when she notes that, 'the call to rally around Japan's sovereign claims over the islands attracted a wide variety of Japanese citizens in the effort to demand a more assertive defense of the islands'.
142 This
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'Torigoe Shuntarō shi wa "baikokudoda, koitsu wa" Koike Yuriko shi wa "usotsuki" [Mr Torigoe Shuntarō is a "traitor", Ms Koike Yuriko is a "liar"]', Sankei Nyūsu (27 July 2016), available at: {http://www.sankei.com/politics/news/160726/ plt1607260038-n1.html}.
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Twitter search using the terms 'Senkaku' and 'Magosaki', and the time span 1 April to 31 December 2012; 731 of the tweets criticised him along these lines, while 384 tweets made positive remarks about his analysis of the dispute.
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Email correspondence between Linus Hagström (co-author of this article) and Yabuki Susumu, 'Re: Domestic politics of the Senkaku issue in Japan', 13 October 2017. 134 attraction is enforced not just through representational force but, as is demonstrated above, also through the threat and use of physical sanctions by which any dissent is quenched.
Physical force
Similar, albeit not necessarily identical, forms of intimidation and violence have thus been used in China and Japan to discipline citizens into accepting the dominant Self/Other representations that are central to each state's use of representational force with regard to the islands dispute. This violence, moreover, is closely connected with violence and preparations for violence directed against the Other. To begin with, during the demonstrations in China rocks and debris were thrown at Japanese diplomatic missions and Japanese citizens were injured. 143 In the case of Japan, live bullets were sent to the Chinese Embassy in Tokyo in 2012, and burning objects were thrown at China's diplomatic and consular missions in the country. 144 The governments in Beijing and Tokyo may not have encouraged street-level violence, but mutually antagonistic processes of identification have undoubtedly set the stage for such violence and they have begun to normalise military preparations in both states. Shusuke Murai and Takeshi Suzuki, for example, show that traitor narratives exist side-by-side with calls for a military attack on China in Japanese nationalist Internet discourse. 145 Indeed, the binaries reproduced as part of both governments' uses of representative force are not just underpinned by productive power and enforced domestically through the operation of disciplinary power -they also help to legitimise and enable arms build-ups on both sides by making them seem reasonable, and even imperative.
This logic is evident in China's hardening policy vis-à-vis Japan: 'Every time Japan and the Diaoyu/Senkaku dispute comes up in the news, people in China become emotional and angry. Chinese leaders and officials cannot afford to be seen as soft towards Japan.' 146 Retired Major General Luo Yuan has called on the government to use the Diaoyu Islands as a target range, while a professor from China's National Defense University has urged China to seize Japanese vessels around the islands: 'If the Japanese Self-Defense Forces dare to intervene, our warships should be called in.'
147 Following Japan's nationalisation of the disputed islands, China started regular patrols by ocean surveillance ships in the disputed waters. At the end of 2013, Beijing declared an Air Defence Identification Zone (ADIZ) that includes the Diaoyu Islands. In February 2017, shortly after then US Defense Secretary James Mattis confirmed that the USJapan mutual defence treaty applies to the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, China conducted a new round of regular patrols in the islands' territorial waters. In 2012, Japan and China had 51 and 40 coastguard vessels, respectively. By 2019, the Japanese government estimates that China will have 135 vessels, more than double Japan's 65. 148 In the case of Japan, policymakers have justified security and defence policy changes in recent years largely by invoking China's assertiveness and agglomeration of hard power, particularly 143 around the disputed islands. 149 Between 2012 and 2016, Japan's defence expenditure grew by 4.5 per cent, and it increased its fleets of destroyers, submarines, fighters, and combat aircraft. Moreover, the legal and institutional framework for the use of force has developed quite radically following the quadruple launch in December 2013 of a National Security Council, a National Security Strategy, revised National Defense Programme Guidelines, and a Medium-Term Defense Programme. The framework also involves the July 2014 'Cabinet Decision on Development of Seamless Security Legislation to Ensure Japan's Survival and Protect its People', and a legal framework, adopted a year later, for ensuring Japan's capacity to exercise collective self-defence. In 2015, Tokyo and Washington upgraded their security ties for the first time since 1997, and Japan has formalised security cooperation with Australia and India, and advanced closer security ties with several ASEAN countries. It has not only taken part in several joint military exercises and consultations with all these countries, but also helped Southeast Asian states to 'improve maritime safety' and 'respond to China's growing assertiveness at sea'.
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Amid the growing presence of Chinese military aircraft in the islands' air space, in 2016 Japanese fighter planes scrambled nearly twice a day to warn off incoming aircraft, compared to less than twice a month in 2008. 151 The Japanese coastguard has also enhanced its presence around the islands. Meanwhile, the weight of Japan's military has shifted from Hokkaido to the Nansei Islands where the disputed islands are located. Nearly 10,000 Japanese troops will be stationed on islands in the East China Sea, 'along with a network of antiship and antiaircraft missiles'. 152 Both states have thus boosted their military presence around the disputed islands, and the number of near misses has increased, involving ships as well as aircraft. For example, Chinese and Japanese fighters shadowed each other near the islands in December 2012 and a Chinese frigate locked its missile radar on to a Japanese ship in early 2013. Some analysts have expressed concern that this could lead to a war between China and Japan. 153 It is worth noting that such a high-stakes power play, which is legitimised and enabled through the use of representational force and underpinned by productive and disciplinary forms of power, can also be construed as enhancing the actors' attractiveness. For example, on 18 September 2012, a People's Daily editorial opined that China's various moves and countermeasures 'indicate the mature rationality of a great power … and have won the respect and recognition of international society'. 154 Similarly, in Japan, Prime Minister Abe Shinzō has drawn a link between his ambition to enhance military interoperability and cooperation among Japan, the US, India, and Australia and his vision for building Japan into 'a beautiful country', through which he hopes to attract domestic and international audiences. 155 
Conclusions and implications
The dominant view in the IR literature is that soft power and hard power are empirically and normatively dichotomous and practically opposite. We argue that this soft/hard power binary epitomises the power politics of power analysis in IR and inhibits our ability to understand complex power dynamics in international politics. The binary view is arguably attractive because it helps order the world in terms of soft versus hard, where the former is typically associated with the Self and the latter connected with the Other. In this article, we began by problematising these seemingly natural categories, demonstrating how they are discursively co-constituted. We then revealed how practices commonly labelled and understood as soft power (that is, representational force) legitimise and enable practices labelled and understood as hard power (that is, physical force) in a process that we conceptualise as being underpinned by the operation of productive power and disciplinary power. Both critiques traverse the binary view of soft and hard power, thus problematising the very basis for Self/Other distinctions on which power continues to be conceptualised and practiced.
We illustrate the analytical generality of the second critique by analysing the Sino-Japanese dispute over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. The dispute reflects the struggles of and for both representational and physical force and the way the two intertwine in practice. Importantly, the use of representational force on both sides involves verbal coercion and is underpinned by the productive power of discourse. It also provides the permissive context for the use of disciplinary power against those lumped together with the Other and enables the use of physical force against the Other in defence of the Self. The first critique is clearly of relevance here as soft power and hard power are among the identity signifiers that are used to distinguish Self from Other.
Given the potentially dangerous implications of these power dynamics, resorting to more 'soft power diplomacy' may not be as conducive to defusing tensions as is commonly assumed. As conceptualised and practiced, soft power is both predicated on and constitutive of the very Self/Other dichotomy that has plagued Sino-Japanese relations and increased the danger of violent conflict. This article at least helps complicate matters by showing that representational force legitimises and enables physical force in ways that are similar in China and Japan, in both cases underpinned by the productive power of discourse and enforced on domestic audiences through the operation of disciplinary power. While Chinese and Japanese government officials and scholars are intent on emphasising how different the two countries are, this article has gone some way towards blurring the distinction.
